Introduction
Anyone who takes a course in the art of India will encounter a late first-century figure commonly known as the Katra Buddha, found at the Katra Mound in Mathura, about 145 kilometers south of Delhi (Fig. 1 ). They will not, however, encounter the very long and contentious history of this sculpture's find spot, a history which continues to have intense ramifications for the present.
The Katra Mound is located on the western side of Mathura, adjacent to the Bhuteshar Mound, where extensive Buddhist remains were excavated, and less than a kilometer from the so-called Jam Stupa site, the Kankali Tila.' That the Katra Mound was the site of a Buddhist monastery seems likely due to the several images of Buddha found there. 2 But the Buddhist monastery was not the only occupant of the Katra Mound. Objects with Jain and Brahmanical images such as a Kushan-period pedestal inscribed with an image of a seated Tirthankara and a Gupta lintel with an image of the Hindu god Vishnu were also found there. 3 We know that it was the location of the Keshavadeva temple, a Hindu temple, dismantled under Aurangzeb's orders and replaced with a great mosque that still occupies the site (Fig. 2 ).* The replacement of a temple by a mosque was clearly inten-.
tional and sequential. But should we assume, as Alexander Cunningham asserts, that the Katra Mound has always been occupied sequentially, that is, first by Buddhists, then Brahmans, and finally Musalmans?^This assertion, and others like it, assumes exclusive propriety of the sacred site at any given time, a notion that fits well with the assumptions of certain types of art history, committed to explaining history in sequences. But is that notion largely a construct of a present-day world in which territory is more often contested on religious grounds than simply shared?
We must situate the destruction and transformation of the Keshavadeva temple in its historical context. The temple was built at the beginning of the seventeenth century by Fiaja Bir Singh Deo of Orchha and was supported by imperial Mughal funds. Thus, it was not a temple of great antiquity and it was specifically associated with the memory of a living personstill alive in 1669, when the temple was destroyed in retaliation for Jat uprisings in the area around Mathura. Mughal losses were massive and included the Mughal commandant of Mathura.^The destruction was thus politically, not religiously, motivated.
Today, the site has been imbued with a new meaning. It has been identified as the locus of Krishna's birthplace, and a large temple complex has been constructed immediately abutting the mosque. The space is not just contested, it is highly charged. A temple marks what is now known as Krishna Janmabhumi, the site claimed as the exact location of his birth (Fig. 4 ). Another temple, still newer and even larger, celebrates the site of Krishna's birth, if not its precise location. Thousands descend everyday upon the temple compound. By contrast, however, few visitors go to the old mosque even though its entrance is only several hundred meters away from the entrance to the temple compound. Even though the mosque remains standing at the moment. Viva Hindu Parishad is intent on its demolition.
Religious Interaction and Identity in Pre-Modern India
The current tension between Hindus and Muslims in India is largely a result of a colonial insistence on defining individual identity based on religion rather than on any pre-colonial social phenomenon (Fig. 3 ). Even in recent history, the ASHER/ 9 notion of distinct religious and ceremonial spaces was not entirely pertinent. For example, a report in the nineteenthcentury edition of the Gwallor District Gazetteer states:
There has been a custom, since the days of the Maratha rule, for the people of different religions to join in the festival celebrations of other reli- Many historians have argued that Bir Singh's temple was not the first at the site. Some six hundred years later, Badauni, now well-known for his anti-Hindu stance, argued that there had been a temple on the Katra site which Sultan Mahmud of Ghazni destroyed when he raided Mathura in 1017.1^We also have Mahmud's own claim that the numerous idols he destroyed in a temple at Mathura yielded immense amounts of gold and jewels. ''T he damage wrought by Mahmud did not last long. An inscription found at the Katra Mound dated 1 1 50, that is, 133 years after the time of Mahmud of Ghazni, mentions the construction of a temple of Vishnu at the site, so brilliantly white and large that it was said to be "touching the clouds. "19 The inscription makes no mention of the claim that this temple replaced an earlier building or that its location marks the birthplace of Krishna. Given the complete absence of such references in the various historical documents relating to the site, it is hard to believe that this site was seen in 1 1 50 as Krishna's Janmabhum, or birthplace. What happened to this temple that necessitated its replacement by Bir Singh Deo is also quite uncertain. It is generally stated with considerable confidence that Sikander Lodi (r. 1489-1 517) destroyed the temple. 20 There is, however, no historical evidence of such a claim. We only know that AS HER/ 11 LodI constructed a mosque at Mathura and persecuted several Hindus. We learn from the account of a Jesuit, Father Monserrate, present from 1580-1582 at the court of the Mughal Emperor Akbar, that many temples were found in the area and that huge crowds of pilgrims came from all over India to one temple in particularone that must have escaped Sikander Lodi's desecration, if indeed, he did desecrate temples.
Krishna Janmabhumi
To what extent is a historical document of consequence to religious belief? The present temples comprising the site known as Krishna Janmabhumi at the Katra Mound shape belief; they do not simply mark or commemorate it (Fig. 4) .
Historically, the site has carried considerable importance. Work on a temple commenced in 1953, but was concluded only recently. The temple includes an underground chamber immediately abutting the qibta wall of the mosque, believed to be the spot of Krishna's birth. The still larger temple at the site was completed even more recently. Its construction could not have commenced until the decision of the last court case in 1960, which stated that the Krishna Janmasthan Trust legally owned the property and that Muslims were protected for use of the mosque only on the occasion of Eid. Thus, a legal battle among parties who identified themselves in religious terms managed to transform the space of a temple into the space of a specific sacred locus, namely, Krishna's birthplace.
The history of the Katra Mound as a contested space is only part of the issue. The parallel issue begs the question: why can't this space be shared by the two communities, Hindus and Muslims, as one hopes Jerusalem can be sharedat least its religious monuments if not its political statusby Jews, Christians, and Muslims? The answer is, at least in part, dependent on differing conceptions of religious space.
For those religions formed on West Asian soil, religious space is generally conceived as a place where adherents might gather. Most sites do not have an inherent sanctity that goes beyond their function.
The West Asian conception of a religious structure is, however, quite different from the Hindu conception of a sacred space. A temple is believed to be god's space, not that of
Shared Space
Are Hindus and Muslims invariably opposed? Not necessarily; their opposition depends on the currency of their identity. There is at least one place where I have observed a very different interaction between Hindus and Muslims. In Singapore, there is a large Indian communitysome 6.4% of the population. These Indians are mostly from South India or Bengal, and are both Hindu and Muslim. Indeed, their religious monuments are often situated side by side, mostly in the area called Little India, but also in other parts of the island nation. This proximity is not based on contested land. Rather, when the currency of identity is national originis one Chinese, Malay, or Indian?members of the minority group, Indian in this case, bond on the basis of their Indian heritage rather than on the basis of their religious identity. By fragmenting themselves furtherafter religious allegiancetheir voices would become even more restricted. Perhaps, this can serve as a lesson for small nations that fracture along religious lines. 
